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(e)   A divorce rendered in a foreign country is, of course,
not covered by the Full Faith and Credit Clause. Neverthe-
less, a state will ordinarily recognize such a divorce under the
same circumstances that it gives credit to a sister state's de-
cree.35 Also the method followed in ascertaining the domicil
of the divorced party ordinarily is that customary in Ameri-
can courts rather than determination according to the view
of the foreign divorce court.36 Yet it has been decided in agree-
ment with the foreign law whether a married woman shares
the domicil of her husband.37 Differences from the treatment
of American decrees are most likely to occur in the respect
that the place of domicil is more easily to be found situated
in an American state than in a foreign country.38 But in Gould
v. Gouldy the Court of Appeals of New York, although stating
that the domicil of the parties had remained in New York,
held their bona fide residence in France sufficient for recog-
nition of the French decree, in deviation from the doctrine of
Andrews- v. Andrewsj 39 it was, however, a special case. Since
both parties had appeared in the French suit and the decision
was based on New York law, the court held that "under the
circumstances of this case, the policy of this state is not offended
by the recognition." 40
(f)   Judicial   separation,   granted   at   the   matrimonial
domicil, has been held by the United States Supreme Court
35 For recent cases see Note, 143 A. L. R. at 13135 cf. HACKWORTH, 2 Digest
of International Law (194.1) 3823. 168.
36 RG. (Nov. 21, 1929)  126 RGZ. 353, JW. 1930, 1309 no. 14 (the Ger-
man court, in an Iowa case, respects whatever method is followed in the United
States).
37Torlonia v. Torlonia (1920) 108 Conn. 292, 142 Atl. 843.
38 See supra p. 140, n. 157.
39 188 U.S. 14.
40 (1923) 235 N. Y. 14, 29, 138 N. E. 490, 494. STUMBERG 281 n. 82 thinks
estoppel was the ground of the decision.   In the discussion of the American Law
Institute, 4 Proceeding's, Appendix (1926) 348, 354 Judge Page observed that
the matrimonial domicil was in Paris; Professor Beale declared himself ex-
tremely well satisfied by this statement.    The court seems to have affirmed the
domicil in New York for reasons lying outside of the case.